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December  1 ,  1978 
STATEMENT 

On  July  19,  1978  the  Finance  Commission  voted  to  investigate  the 
selection  of  a  developer  for  the  Long  Wharf  Hotel.  As  a  result  of  our 
inquiry,  we  had  occasion  to  hear  from  each  member  of  the  Boston  Redevelopment 
Authority  Board  of  Directors.  From  the  testimony  we  received,  we  can  only 
conclude  that  the  citizens  of  the  City  of  Boston  have  been  ill -served  by  the 
four  members  of  the  board  who  were  appointed  by  the  mayor. 

Under  Chapter  562  of  the  Acts  of  1908,  the  mandate  of  the  Boston  Finance 
Commission  is  to  maintain  a  watchful  eye  over  all  matters  relating  to  appropriations, 
loans,  expenditures,  accounts  and  methods  of  administration  affecting  the  City 
of  Boston  or  any  of  its  departments,  to  inquire  into  the  management  of  business 
in  city  departments,  and  to  inform  itself  as  to  the  manner  and  methods  in  which 
such  business  js_  or  has  been  conducted.  As  Chairman,  I  was  suspicious 
when,  three  days  after  our  vote  to  investigate  this  matter,  BRA  counsel,  at  the 
direction  of  the  Board's  chairman,  went  to  court  to  quash  our  subpoena,  claiming 
that  our  investigation  was  an  intrusion  into  the  agency's  deliberative  process. 
My  suspicions  were  aroused  still  further  when  I  learned  that  the  effort  to  quash 
the  subpoena  was  done  without  the  prior  knowledge  of  James  Cofield,  the  governor's 
appointee  to  the  board.  The  Finance  Commission  felt  then,  as  it  feels  now,  that 
our  inquiry  was_  a  needed  investigation  of  the  board's  process,  since  it  was  apparent 
that  BRA  deliberation  and  decision-making  goes  on  behind  closed  doors.  If  we  have 


"intruded"  upon  standard  BRA  Board  procedure,  it  has  only  been  to  open  those 
closed  doors. 

The  most  flagrant  example  of  this  "behind  closed  doors"  action  to  which  I 
refer  was  clear  when  these  four  board  members  voted  to  fire  the  director  of  the 
Authority.  The  motion  to  terminate  Robert  Walsh  was  raised  by  James  Colbert  at 
the  BRA  Board  meeting  of  July  20  and  was  prompted  by  Mr.  Walsh's  attemnt  to  resiqn. 
When  Walsh  submitted  his  letter  of  resignation,  the  matter  was  "taken  under  advisement, 
A  moment  later,  when  Mr.  Colbert  moved  to  terminate  the  director,  all  four  members 
voted  in  favor  of  that  action.  Mr.  Cofield  voted  against.  There  were  no  objections, 
no  questions,  and  no  attempts  to  discuss  the  matter  in  either  public  or  in  executive 
session.  That,  in  itself,  is  hard  to  understand,  but  what  is  more  striking  is  that 
ewery   board  member  who  voted  to  fire  Walsh  on  a  simple  motion,  later  testified  before 
the  Finance  Commission  that  Walsh  was  a  competent  Director,  who  had  gained  the  con- 
fidence of  the  Board,  who  had  exercised  good  judgment,  and  so  on.  It  is  obvious 
that  these  four  members  must  have  known  that  the  matter  would  be  raised  and  must 
have  deliberated  about  their  decision  beforehand  and  in  private  in  violation  of 
the  Public  Meeting  Law.  Testimony  substantiates  this  conclusion. 

When  Colbert,  Farrell  and  Flaherty  voted  the  tentative  designation  of  Zuckerman 
as  developer  of  the  Long  Wharf  Hotel,  it  was  clear  that  they  made  their  decisions 
on  the  basis  of  only  two  'inprofessional  opinions,  the  mayor's  and  their  own.  Every 
other  person  or  group  who  evaluated  the  proposals,  with  the  exception  of  the  mayor's 


own  consultant  on  the  matter,  felt  that  Zuckerman's  plan  was  either  close  to  rock 
bottom  or  not  in  contention  at  all.  The  three  prominent  architects  who  make  ud 
the  Design  Advisory  Committee  couldn't  decide  whose  design  was  the  best  one,  but  felt 
that  Cossutta's  was  the  worst  one  for  the  site.  The  Board's  design  staff  ranked 
Zuckerman's  project  last.  The  Board's  financial  staff  ranked  the  project  fifth.  The 
Director  ranked  it  seventh.  Finally  the  evaluation  of  the  Waterfront  Resident's 


Association,  which,  under  the  terms  of  a  federal  court  order,  must  be  heard  and 
considered,  placed  Zuckerman's  scheme  as  the  least  desirable  of  the  submissions. 


All  of  these  evaluations  were  ignored. 

Though  ground  has  not  been  broken  on  Long  Wharf  and  though  we  believe 
that  any  hotel  development  there  is  years  away,  the  damage  is  done.  The 
decision  by  the  board  to  designate  Zuckerman  was  irresponsible,  unprofessional, 
and  only  serves  to  prove  what  was  said  months  ago: 

1)  that  this  was  not  an  open  competition, 

2)  that  participating  developers  wasted  almost  $100,000  a  piece  to 
play  in  what  has  become  a  charade, 

3)  that  this  has  damaged  both  the  reputation  and  the  spirit  of  the  BRA 
staff,  and  finally, 

4)  that  this  had  brought  on  the  resignation  and  termination  of  some  of 
the  BRA's  most  competent  employees. 

Though  the  three  board  members  who  voted  to  designate  Zuckerman  claim  that  their 

decision  was  based  on  more  than  design,  factors,  not  the  least  of  which  was  financial 

benefit  to  the  city,  the  Finance  Commission  concludes  that  such  was  not  the  case. 

No  single  board  member  could  repeat  sufficient  information  to  convince  us  that 

other  criteria,  had  been  considered.  No  matter  how  you  look  at  it  Zuckerman 's  proposal 

a)  is  less  beneficial  to  the  city  in  actual  tax  dollars  than  most 
of  the  others, 

b)  deviates  more  than  any  other  design  from  the  federal  court 
stipulation  and  agreement,  and 

c)  is  not  acceptable  to  nearby  residents  who  have  a  legal  right 
to  participate  in  the  decision-making  process. 

The  purpose  of  competitive  bidding  for  development  is  to  insure  maximum  benefit 
to  the  city.  In  order  for  developers  to  be  willing  to  participate  in  the  costly 
process,  they  have  to  be  certain  that  the  decision  will  be  based  upon  objective 
criteria,  i.e.  merit.  The  decision  that  was  made  on  the  Long  Wharf  Hotel  will 
certainly  deter  developers  from  entering  future  competitions  in  Boston. 

In  conclusion,  let  me  remind  you  that  you  went  to  court  over  this  matter  in 
August.  Your  attempt  to  join  with  the  Attorney  General  in  his  suit  against  the 
mayor  for  maintaining  holdovers  failed.  At  that  time,  you  must  have  been  dissatisified 
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with  the  BRA  Board  and  fearful  that  they  would  do  exactly  what  they  have  done  - 
to  rubber  stamp  the  mayor's  decision.  The  mayor  has  maintained  holdovers  in 
every  department  but  you  went  to  court  over  those  before  you  now.  If  you  are 
still  dissatisfied  with  their  service,  as  you  should  he,  here  is  your  chance  to 
do  something  about  it. 

Thank  you. 


